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. The basisé purpose of this paper will be to suggest a more realistic and -

N BQpéfUlly more mature approach in using a "prescriptive" model of product

~ development and evaluation.. First, a prescriptive model wi!l be described and -~

_illustrated. Sccond, the prescriptive nature of several development and evaluation -

. --models will be identified. Third, several assumptions which surround the use . -

- ofaprescriptive model will be unearthed and examined. Finally, suggestions

7 = - will be made for improving the use of a prescriptivemodel, - -~

S Background < oo

U VUnrderstandabrly, a "model" can be and is defined in a variety of contexts 7

-

. Likewise, evaluation and development mudels themselves can be classified in-

. a yﬁéy‘iertyr of ways The defining abd cl’aséi?fihg in thls parbgrr 'w?irll Be’ s’ole,lfy;iféii;{; '

’ i,r,thiga?"prwjpc)ise of improving the utility of a presg::iptiye ﬁapdélrrijgtﬁef;théh;for

. .~ purpose of introducing a novel classification scheme. -~ -

7 = " Chapanis (1961) prov.des us with at least one way of thinking about ~ ~ = =
Mmodels "Scientific or engineering ,[nordels are i‘eprésrenrtatiohs,,;brr l’i,ké!ihééseg, o ’

Y

- ﬁ'r‘::;ofa certain aspects of complex events, structures, or obj;ectrs;\/s;ﬁichiiﬁ some way
- O -resemble the thing being modeled." For Chapanis, models are either replica




. or xmbolic A repllca model looks like the object or phenomenon that is *

_r . {\v—t

] represented (A globe is roughly a replica model of the earth although it does

incorporate symbolic features—-the little cxrcles representing cities for instance. )
ln this way of thinking, a model is generated primarily from observnng phenom,ena )

jiin the real world and its function.is to describe as closely as possnble what does

’;in fact exist.

L But there are other ways to think about a "model". Itis possnble to generate o
(J'J B - N - N - =
a m’odel quite independent of the real world. One might generate a model for- the

] purpose of describing what ought to exnst or what ought to take place This could o

b alled an exem pla model (cf. Black 1973L Here the phenomena would not be

7 o :in the form of phy.sical characteristics of the real world but rather they mightbe o

f,:a,set,of strategies or procedures that ought to, be imitated,. Rather tha‘n a,globe— :

) ,;Whlch replicates the earth one might generate a model of Ch! ld rearing practices 'f

’ for optimal development of the chi ld

For our discusswn here a model wnll carry the meaning of either of these o

] - concepuons and more realistically, a comblnation of both A prescriptive

~ : fmodel wnll have its roots in both replica and eXemplar thinking So, for the most,: o

N part wnll the other models to be described The assumptiOns and suggestions:,’ir

- .o

- 'to;be ,considered later will be appropriate to ei ther conception of a model,.,
Evaluation and development models can be categorrzed along a variety of -

o rdim'ensions Worthen and Sanders (1973) have provnded a helpful ClaSSIflca- -

f—ftion of evaluation models into Judgemental Strategies Decns on- Management ’ -

o

:Strategies, and De,cision-Objective Strategies. Our purpose here is not that of




e e provndlng a taxonomy of models--or of appranslng exnstnng ones. Rather, itis to.
ndentnfy those strategnes exlstlng wnthnn models whnch make them "prescrlptnve"
. models More precnsely, we wnll defnne a "prescrlptlve" model by a set. of baS|c

strategnes These same strategnes wnll then be 1dent|fled, in one form or another

Cin several extant models of development and evaluatnon thus allowzng them to be -

' called "prescrnptnve“ models (nn addition to whatever else they are called) Then,

the assumptnons and suggestlons surroundlng a prescrnptlve model should be

appllcable to those partlcular models

Descrlptlonor theModel - <

The term Erescrlptlve generally means to set down as a rule or. gulde to

dlrect that Whlch is to follow A wrntten lnstructnon by a physncnan for the

preparatlon and admlnnstratnon of a medncnne is a famnlnar example of prescrnptlon;,— N

Movnng easnly from thns vernacular a prescrlptnve model would be one in Wthh

7 guldes are set down m advance and they then dnrect what follows More specnfncally, - s

7 the strategles consnst of decndlng in advance what the fmal product or outcome

g ought to look ltke and then usnng thls pzcture as a gunde to Sugge°t methods for

developlng and measurlng it. The underlylng phl losophy is deceptlvely snmple

Denne in advance and then use thls deflnntlon to prescrlbe We preorder (a

"preordnnate" model as it Were) to bunld in prescrnptlve power To use-a snmple o

but accurate example We would first deflne a student Obj ective then use it to )

dnrect the selectlon of maternals and teachlng strategles as well as methods and

:conten t- of evaluatnon,, -
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. 7The followivng are proposed as esslential,strategies of a pres,criptive model .

’LAdditionally, itis proposed that strategies 1 and 2 occur in the order pres,ented,i

R Strategy 1: —Selecting—the Objecti\‘/e'r—

’ The term objectlve (or product) wnll carry the wndest possnble meanlng

lt can- be some desnred behavuor on the part of the student a currnculum module in
mathematics,r an altered attitude on the part of the teacher, an artistic creation

of a second grader, a functiona! team teaching:arrangement, more effectiver
_ communication among administrators, or about any other desired outcome.
o f”Who is responsiblefor’ selectin'g the objecti\'/,e? More ,often t:han not,. it:fseems;f,’,j

o to emerge onto the scene asa result of a varnety of factors such as school philosophy’

- 3 - -~

- i'interes:t, ’and[or’parent,pressur,e. : S T T e

, - Strategy 2 Defmmg the Ob)ective :
| Once the obJective has been agreed upon it must be defmed as completely o
m such a way as to brlng the objectlve |nto exnstence The ObJ ectlve 1n nts 7 -

7, deflned form allows us to differentlate it from other snmllar as well as unrelated object-r

: iyes and, |mportantly, to determine when the ob;ectn/e has in fact been atta|ned o
o,r;p:roduced. Itis equally lmportant to note that an ob;ective may be defnned i
dnfferently in different contexts. That is, it may Apossess different crntncal

propertles dependnng upon its context. The ob;ectnve "nndependent learnlng

i wnll have a dnfferent set of crntncal propertnes for third graders than for graduate o

- assessed needs school board recommendatnons, dfmnnistra,tor‘commntment!gtgacher .

.77":7aéjp°55'ble- ThlS amounts to de’scrlblng |ts crltlcal properhes, 'Qr attrlbute's f—j ST Tl




o nature.f More prcisely, the greater the definition of the objective the more

7 1mplncat|ons about materials to use ln the process of development" Are any

7 butthe important point is that a defined objective begins to carry prescriptive

_power. -

students studying abroad. Likewise, the agency working with the objectlve

may have developed its own deflnltlon or set of crltlcal propertles Thesuperin- )

" room teacher who has developed and is currently using them.

* Not until the objective has been defined does it become prescriptive in.

::;prescriptiv:e it becomes. For example, suppose: the objrective (or product) 7

: ;“independent learning." There is little about this outcome that suggests any

- %

': developmental procedures or evaluation activities., But,suppose we star,ted ,to":

one of whnch is "Flndnng the answers to questlons wnthout havnng to turn to human

sources " Now we can begln to see some prescrnptnve poWer Are there some ’ ’

o evaluatlon procedures hinted at? Yes,, with some thought Obvnously some Cnsl

% T L = - -

¥

'7 Stratogy 3: Using the deflned ob)ectlve to presc*’nbe maternals and

e R T procedures for lnstructnon or development

The developer or teacher carrnes out thns strategy by asknng a sernes

7 ofiquestions then attemp,ting to answer them. In effect he or,she asks: "What
:do’es this product suggest in the way of needed materials? Developmental

) strategies? Seguencing? " Or, "What does this defined objective suggest in the -

T 7 -

7 tendent s offce may define "new math modules" quite dnfferently than the class—

defme th'S °bJectlve‘ In donng S0 we emerge with a varnety of crltlcal propertnes o

7;:d,ef,i:nitions of the objective will carry ,mor,e pfrescri,iptiverpower than others;‘, o S




, way of prerequisite currriculumjmater{ials? lnstructional egperiencest In lA/hat
- _f_fseqwuence? " | | B ' | |
) ~ ' 7: T ln carryzng out this. strategy vvé observe an emerglng prnncnple whnchr

was. alluded to earller The greater the speclflcnty and observableness ofr ol
the deflned objective the more clearly it suggests maternals and development R |
procedures. Suppose for example the follownng product or ob;ectlve "The* 7

development of an |nd|vndual|zed readmg approach " Suppose that in the

process of deflnlng this objectlve a group decuded upon am0ng others these 7

¥

. ,two,,‘crntlcal propertles (l) "Thns wnll be an approach |n whnch the teacher su ts

R

down thh each Chlld and helps hlm or her dectde Wthh books in the Learnlng

] Resource Center are of lnterest to read " and (2) "Thns wnll be an app roach |n

) Wthh the student's needs are |nd|v1dual|zed " Crxtlcal property number 1 |s :

', more speclflc and more observable than crntncal property number 2 and as a

result, it more clearly suggests some materlals and developmental procedures B

-

AA’Strategyll: Using-the defined objectiveto prescribe ,evkalua’tion; ;
77 Defined objectives have a dualprescriptive nature., Asialready lndlcated ‘
j they pfriescrribe ma,terta'ls and procedures for ;development; but,theyi also perform -
7 . : the same tunction relativeto: ev:aluatiion. The evaluatorr-i-,vvhjoever h’e or she )

o may,be-_-might ask: "How can | measure the development of thiﬁs,product? " .
";7’6r':‘,’How can | measure the ‘dégfeé of attain’men’t of ’the deflned objectives,f' "o f -

Here these questlons actas a prompter for teasnng out the approprlate types ) B

-~ o of measumng: instruments._ Referrnng back to the above example of crntlcal

properties, we see. that the same,pr,lncnple holds in the strategy of plannlngv
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evaluatlon The greater the specufucnty and observableness of the defmed

objectnve the more clearly it suggests evaluatlon mstruments and procedures

The f|rst crltlcal property is easuly more prescrlptlve than the second lt‘: :

. |mpl|es that the teacher mlght use a self report or mterest survey to. determme
- each chj ld's interest; ,italso lmplies, t_hat she uses some sort of checkllst to B
" record books selected by each child and whether or not these'generally,coincide o

~-with his’interests.

- ln introducing the pres,crlpti've model, only the essenti’al - -

-

strategles have been lncluded and these were descrlbed as 5|mply as possuble o ‘

f

7 model among exnstmg models 7 Before gomg mto seVeral ullustratsons, there ,’?i

: needs to be a state‘nent or two about the sequence of the strategnes One -

o would probably reason that in order for the model to mdeed be prescrnptlve

- strategles 1 and 2-—select|ng and deflnmg the ob;ectlve-—must in fact occur 7 o

f|rst Herem lles the essence of 1ts prescrnptlveness Or th|s order is

by defmltnon what makes the model prescr|pt|ve After these two the argument -

7 would run, the order may not be all that crltlcal Whether the development B

lS planned fnrst or the evaluatnon planned fl rst may not make that much dlfference o )

The 1mportant point is that they are both. prescrlbed from the def:ned objectnves o o

One mnght suggest that development oceurs t"rst then evaluatnon |f some

f, order is to be lndlcated - 1 -




"~ Three lllustratlons of a Prescrlptlve Model

The prescrlptlve model will now further be ldentlfled through three J

7:7illustrations whicn differ widely. Jn the first, the product or Obj ectlve will-

_ be some desired outcome on the part of students in,a classroom. ,In the seco,nd,

 the 7product or objective will be the. establishment of a certain type of classroom 7
- atxnosphere. The third will be the production of a particular,i'nstructional ’

packaqe These nIIustratlons are lntroduced for two purposes The first
ns to nllustrate how the model mlght be used and the second to nl'umlnate

~ some of the unrealities of the modeI 7Whl(7:h7W|U be dnscusﬁsed ina 1Iater sectnon.r

The Ablhty to Correctly Tell Tlme

T

B '1 ThlS wnII be a snmple and vnvnd lllustratlon Wthh wnll readnly show

the prescrnptnve nature of the model The teacher respondnng to the dnstrlct' o

and her own personal vaIues seIects the foIIowmg objecttve ' "Each student
':,;:7 w:lt be abIe to functlon as both an 1ndcpendent and a cooperatnng rnember |
of hns socnety " Contemplatnng thls objectlve, she Judges |t to be rather
broad and lnCIUSlVe and Iargely undeflned for teachl ng purposes Thus,,
shegenerates many offsprlng ob] ectlves one of whnch ns "The student WI|| 7
be able to correctly teII time." Qulte unnntentlonally, she ..as engaged in

both strategles 1 and 2.

At thns stage, the teacher begnns to ask herseIf "What wnII l need
L to provnde the students by way of maternals, experlences and mstructnon" "

) In thlnklng over these questlons she decndes to construct a Iarge cardboard ]

i0

educatlonal phnlosophy, suggestlons from textbooks practlces of feIIow teachers, R




=

clock v(/ith movable hands. She also reasons that since the chi ldren,rshould 7
'—have exposure to some of the types of clocks that they will actually use in

‘ 7tell1ng tlme a varlety of such CIOL.kS will need to be lntroduced ata later

ponnt.:

Procedurally, she decndes to start out by havnng the students learn
”fall the numerals and their posntlons on the large clock face. Then she wnll
r'teach the functlon of both the large and small hands and their lmportant

relationships. This will include concepts. of seconds, minutes, hours, twelv’ef

i hours and twenty ~four hours Finally, she will have the Students practice o

"f’:;ndentlfynng various clock settlngs on the large cardboard clock ThlS wnll :

;:_be lnterspersed wnth exercnses in Wthh the student is asked to make correct

- ’i’hand settnngs Then for transfer she wnll have them to carry out these )

oA -

:}tasks usnng actual clocks Our teacher has, 1n effect completed strategy 3

Sometlme durlng the flnal stages of the practlce sessnons the ; herj -

- ,mnght ask herself UIs there a fnnal or certlfynng way | can measure whether )

- :or not my students can actually tell tlme7 " "What type of 2 measurnng 1nstrument o e

i—’{;would Iuse? How shall | go about measurmg?" After some thought she dectdes <

- :to measure by gnvnng the students actual time settnngs on real lnfe clocks

- —,'and watches She wnll call each student lndlvndually to her desk over a
- ;;:'perlod of time and present him or her wn th fwe to ten clock settlngs The
—"iresponse to each settlng will be classnfled on a checkl\at as either “correct“

:'or "lncorrect" or "unable to judge" Then she will present the student with S -

a;clock and ask for.a series of correct se,tting’s. Flnally, she wnll make up




10 o -

some story problems whlch call for a wnde varlety of “tlme tellmg" actnvntles

s

On the basns of these responses made over a perlod of tlme the teacher wnll

’—draw her conclusnons about the attamment of the Obj ectlve Here, then,

]

fshe’h:as completed strategy 4s

The Establishment of an Open Concept'Classroom

- SuppoSe that persons in a certaln school dnstrnct actlng upon )

the results of a needs assessment survey, decnde to develop an “open concept_ )

classroom" as. part of an nndnwdualnznng effort at the elementary level lr{

L

7dnscrepenc1es among the school‘s basnc phllosophy, teacher dnscontent

: ::;;thls settlng the needs assessment °urvey lS generated as a result of ldentlf'ed

. —and the reactnons of school board membefrs Speclflcally, whnle the school'

) N 'basnc phn losophy calls for the deVelopment of a "free and 1ndependent decnsnon
,:f;;:,r;maker " both the tea ~hers and the school board feel that nelther the phy.,lcal

structures nor teachlng practnces foster the development of such a person

Thus a needs assessment is conducted and the results are conflrmlng

;7"The establlshment of an- open concept classroom wn thln the elementary schools

) —:;nn the dlStrlCt M ln a rather formal way, thls completes strategy l

Movnng towards strategy 2 members of the cor sortnum begln to ask

: f;i"How can we further defxne thls Obj ectlve7 What are the characternstlcs

of an open concept classroom7“ After consxderable delxberatlon the group

T icomeS up with the fo]]OW|ng defnnxtlon of thelr objectlve

f'_::,:}Based upon the. report a consortnum selects as an lntermednate objectlve, :




11 ST B 7 o o

- An "open concept classroom" is one in which
T i o . a. Each student feels free
b.  Each student can-select and study any topic of his or

T her own choice

. . -. , - ) - Y T
c. AThe amount of time the teacher addresses the classasa -
- unit'is-less-than five percent o i . - o -

T e - - R B R - - ~ B _ - - -

d. Visitors and other nenclass members can come and go

e

without disrupting what individuals within the class L

are doing }
e. Thereare not'permanent p‘artitions—wi—thfn,the room

i Upon further analysns the group decndes that the flrst crltlcal property,i

"Each student feels free" is. not suffncnently deflned Thelr second effort i )

- e wnth thls property turns up the follownng "There is no restrlctlon on. physncal 7

: movement or verballzaf ns of any student wnthln the- cIassroom leew15e, .

there 1s no restrlctlon on who enters or leaves the room" ThlS further defnn:ngf:" o

seems to nncrease the prescrlptnve power of the ob) ectlve

’ Movmg into Strategy 3 the group mlght begnn to ask "What type of

g

rearrangement of the physncal facnlltles is suggested by thls objectlve"

Tl

How ought present teacher -student relatnonshnps to be modlfled7 What are

7 some lmpllcatlons for materlal selectlon centers7 How should classroom perlods )

77’—jbe'modified?:" o L e DT

In attempting to provide answers for some of these :duestions the groupf ' S
N - : comes up with recommendations such as; Construct a room in which all

,,,’partitions,or screens are moveable; develop a wide variety of resources

-




. which can be used by individua' students and which will not compete with
each other; help teachers develop instructional experiences so they will
not be required to meet with the class as an entire unit more than five percent

of the time; encourage outsiders to spend time in the room and make adjustments

to reduce their interference. This sort of activity basically comr 3 .. ategy

3 although the strategy is revisited from time to time.
- Strategy 4 has been going on concurrently with strategy 3 witﬁ the
7heip of a prolfessional evaluator earlier called jnto thé group. Here, the
members begin to ask que;tions like, "What are some direct apd raéher valid
mgasrurres of fhié defined objective?r Are any suggéstw to us b;/ libbkingrat , 7
- these 7yrari’cr>us critical propérties? " |
7 Suppose the éroup begins by foqussfng on thAev 'first cr‘iticalproperty:: -
: !'fl%héj;é,i’s no resfri,;:tion onrphysicalrmovemeﬁt or ve‘rbalizations’ofany student
- within the classroom. _Likewisev,rthere are no resfi;iétions,bn who enters . ﬂ
or}eaves the rjoorr; M The;{decide thgt an obSeryational in;tt:ument,sd;h 7 .7 -
~ as a rating scale wéu!d be a valid measufe of. "7deg'r;ee of:restriict}or;; " A

:’s:ample of randomly selected students are unobstrusively observed over

- I

- aperiod of time. Additionally, each student is asked to respond on paper
. 7or1i:r'\ irrrr,tervriew to questions about his degree of resfrictior;. Additionally,
a tapé recorder captures the verbalizations of students and, after construction
ér j,l:ldgment scale, utterances a;'e analyzed iﬁ terms of the degree to which
] 'the’y, manifest restriction.
Simi!at; kinds of procedures are followed for the development of instru'merrirtrsx ,7

and,drata gathering technidues for the other defined critical properties.

14




The "telling time" illustration is somewhat less involved than is the
- "opeur concept" illustration. Thus, the defined objectives in the latter case
are somewhat less prescriptive of development and evaluation procedures.

Notwithstanding, the strategies of the descriptive model are still visible

“in this second illustration.

A Cardiovascular Endurance Program
In this third illustration the product or objective vvill be a "package"

in the sense that a student manual and a management program are to be produced.

L]

: Addntlonally, we will see here that part of the prescrlptlve power is unused

' because dovelopment largely occurs wnthout the aid of defnned obj ectlves

This case is a very typical one. The product is selected then materlals and

 procedures for its development are produced and then they are implemented.
o Sometirne later, after a trial perjod, an ,evaluationis attempted;i Before this

-

can be carrled out, however the selected objectives must be recaptured -

'and carefully deflned Then, on the basis of these defmeo Obj eCtheS valld
"measuring instruments can be ‘developed. Here, then, is the sequence: Strategy l

) Lstrategy 3, strategy 2, and strategy 4, A N
7 We turn now to the illustration. For the past several years, nnstructors o
,n physical education have becomefincreasingly concerned aboiu.t the decline '7

“in enrollment of students in physical education courses. Concurrently,

evidence at the national levels indicates an increase in sedentary living among

all-age levels along with a correlative increase in premature cardiovascular




-1

-

problems. These trends prompt the physical educatlon faculty to loin forces
7 ln attacking the problem. They decide to develop.a new course at the univer-
sity level called. ‘fFitness for Life." This course is based upon a manual
dersignedito place each stodent into his own fitness program for the purpose
of increasing cardiovascular endurance and, where appropriate, reducing
,bodyrfat. The manual grew out of Cooperls Aerobics Programﬁ that has
attracted thousands of people‘over ‘the 'pa’st few years. ‘The objective,or
: product that seems to have implicitly emerged is "The production of a
7 f'tness of lnfe program". Here the selection of the objective or produét

: (Strat°gy 1) is really an evolving rather than a dellberate actnvnty, and
: occurs over a longer perlod of tlme Nonetheless tl e objectnve has been ’ :,
nmpllcntly present and would ve agreed upon by the various faculty members

The major emphasis ln this nllustratnon appears to be on the evelogment

i_of the product or objective Here is where most of the tlme energy and money

,7,are expendod This means that the model is only lmpllCI tly prescrlptlve o

7 The development activities are only vaguely gunded by the objectWes because o

r,,zthey are lmpllClt. Therefore, much of the potentlal prescrnptnve power is unusedv

77 Rather than asknng questnons like “What do the deflned objectlves suggest

by way of materlals and development procedures7 " the questnons are much
:less dnrectlve "How shall we develop the manual7 What shall it contaln7 ln : -
rrwhat sequence7 What will be an efflc1ent management system7 What physncal |

—facnlltles will be needed7 l-low shall we work out the student-teacher contact ) ,7 ]

tnme and the establlshment of student contracts’"
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These questions and others lead to the development of a manual which

incorporates the fee‘lings and judgments of those participating. It is then presented

to students to determine clarity and interest. Revisions are made based upon
both student feedback and instructor reactions.
7On the first day of class the students are shown films intended to motivate '
and orient them for the remainder of the semester. Then, after initial measures
- of cardiovascular endurance and body fat have been taken, the student meets

individually with an instructor for the purpose of making personal contracts.

Pernodlcally, the student returns with his daily log for progress checks and
7 for contract revisions. At the end of the semester, he returns for wrntten evaluatlons 7-
7 and flnal endurance and body fat testlng Since each student makes a dlfferent

contract engages in different exercise programs, and completes hlS tralnlng

- at dnfferent rates a management center is establlshed to accommodate these varynng

- programs and dlfferentlal completlons All of these actnvntles can be loosely 7
- descrlbed as strategy 3. But thn‘s is a watered down strategy 3 because the oh) ectlvesr
have not: been deflned and are therefore only ;mpllcn tly prescrlptNe
" The next strategy is actually a combnnatlon of strategnes 2 and lt The : @
program is nmplemented for two semesters. Durnng thls time many of the weaknesses
. in the manual and,.in the management system arise and are recorded’. These N
anecdotal data lndncate that it is now time for a more systematnc and thorough
:::evaluatlon of the product or ob}ectlve As is often the case, an evaluator is asked o
7to assist in this strategy. Being commi tted to a pre.,crvlptWe model of evaluatlon, |
7 he ‘prompts the group to sit down and define more carefully what the objectlve '

realiy was or has been so that he might more effectively design the meas'u'rement.
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As it turns out, there are several objectives rather than onle. First of

’7all; there are some relating to the student. For example, "The student will be
able to keep his contract; " "He will develop a positive attitude towards the course. "
S,econd, there are objectives surrounding the manual itself. For example, "lllustrations
are clear;" "Languagie and directions are sufficient to provide complete direction
forr‘the student; " "The manual is not too long; " " the log charts are functional; "

. "ther cost iswell wi_thin the student's reach." Finally, there are objectives surround-
ing the management system. For example, "The ratioof instructors to students 77

7 will be small enough for optimal learnlng, " "the films will provide proper motlvatlon

,and direction; " nstudents will have lmmednate access to and feedback from the

manag\.ment center, " "the center will be able to ascertaln reasons for dropouts

) from the program " the testlng for card:ovascular endurance and body fat wi ll
he valid and have good rellablhty " These varlous objectlves are sorted out
‘and defnned as completely as possnble, a process which essentlally constltutes ’

= s,trategy 2. | |
] Havnng completed this strategy, the group is now ready to move lnto strategy
7 4 usnng the defined objectnves to presc .oe evaluatlon Here, because of havnng
backtracked to strategy 2, the prescrlptnve power of the model ns avanlable at

: - least as far as eval_uation is concerned. "What do these defined student objectiyes
suggest in the way of measuring instruments and procedures?" "What do these . 77

) defnned obj ectnves surrounding the manual suggest by way of measuring lnstruments

and procedures"" "What do those suggest that sur'round the management system"‘

In answering these questions suppose the following occur: Additional

measures are developed to measure endurance and body fat; the original instrument
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. ~ for endurance was the Step Test and this is replaced with an actual oxygenrconsurnption
" measure. The original questionnaires designed to measure student affect
: are modified to more fully capture responses towards various aspects of
the course; charts are constrocted to obtain clearer data from the managernent
“center such as the actual number of dropouts, when they dropped out,
and Vw'hat their reasons \;vere; finally, instrutnents are designed to gather_ -
data about lingering questions the instructors feel ;are important: Would
the student recommend the class to friends? How can the instructors motivﬁa‘te
the students to keep up with their contracts? What addntnonal aids would
. be helpful7 Do the students feel they need to meet more often wnth the
7i‘nstructor? These activitiies are samples of those consti tutlng s,trategy lt.

: The three. foregmg lllustratlons are concrete examples of the pre-: .

-scriptlve model in actual p’ractnce Because the ob;ectWes varled in thenr
) : complexnty and degree of defnmtnon from case to case, the prescrlptnveness f 7
A'of the model aIso varied. Yetin each case, we could clearly 1dent|fy

the four basic strategies, although, not always in the same sequence.,

Extant éxamples of Prescrfgtf;e, Models

| _Evaluation Models

The current educational scene orovides many anecdotal evidences
of prescrlptlve models in both development and evaluatlon settlngsr.r -
~in the plannnng of this school's curriculum, in the evafuatmn of that readnng s
- Vprogram, in the establlshment of this or that training program, Vln the

school board's deliberations about more open concept schools, in the

c | 19




planning of a new science course, in constructing a needs assessment

survey, and in generating proposals.for federal funding, to name but a

- few:.'

~ What are the historical roots of a prescriptive philosphy? Answering

this question depends largely upon how one chooses to séleet from history
7 ) a’r';d,how broadly and deeply will be the search. 7At least one person and
two-publications have significantly influenced current thinking about

Ralph Tyler's evaluation of the Eight Year

and use of prescriptive models.

- Study in the thirties,Smithvand Tyler, 1942; (Tyler, 1931; 1934)_wals clearlry;r ) 7

) an—early articulation of the model. This ntodel--or at least the prescriptiye

phnlosophy behmd it--has been evndent in much of hlS subsequent work

S jas well (e 9- Tyler 1942 1958) ~As he 1dent1f1es the steps in an evaluatlon co
program the earmarks of a prescrlptzve model emerge I o :?fj ,

-~ -4a) To establlsh b‘road goaIs or objectlves;
{b) To cIassufy objectives; -
(c) To define objectives in behavioral terms; S
(d) To find situations in which achievement of obj ectlves can be shown; ~
(e) To develop or select measurement techmques S
() To collect student performance data; and -
(g) to compare data with behaviorally stated objectives.

Referring,back to the strategies of the prescriptive model, strateg'y o
oo 1 can beseen in steps (a) and (b); strategy 27in step (c); strategy 4
'ih,steps (d) and (e). Since thls is basically an evaluatlon model strategy
. } 3, using ,defined objectives to prescribe instruction, is not retevant.
A first publication in which the writers t,henis‘elves wererinrflqen(:ed

by Tyler has unquestionably provided impetus for prescriptive models:

- - _ .-
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The Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, Handbook 1: Codnitive Domain,
edited by Bloom et al (1956) Its contribution seems to ha\;e been in the
ideniifying,of various "levels" of cognitive behaviors which can be
selected for teaching ndrposes. While a taxonomy of eductional objecfives
shourld not be construed as a model of evaluation, it ddes prornpt teachers
fo start with objectives in the planning of instruction and evaluation.

‘That lS a taxonomy such as this facilitates strategies 1 and 2 ef the pre-

7 scriptive medel and thus encourages teachers to use predetermined outcomes

to plan 1nstruct|on and evaluatlon

A second publncatlon unllke the Taxonomy of Educatlonal Objectlves,

appeared orlglnally under the title Preparlng Objectlves for 7 7

,Programmed ~|nstructnon (1962) . Thns was a readable and entertannlng Inttle S

book written by Robert Mager lt was 5|mp|e, easy to follow and repre—
. sented a "how-te-write objeet:ves" book. Initially, howe\(er, |tpreceded
the Zeitgeist and sputtered as a ,resul,t. Several years later with the t]fle

changed to Preparing Instructional Obj ectives, 7peop|e everywrhere began”

to read and adopt its rather stralghtforward strategles for writing behavnoral
objectlves. Whlle this little book fell short of descrnbnng a model or of suggestnng
7 how ob]ectlves mnght Le used to prescribe lnstructlon and evaluatlon, it
r,did again prompt people to wrirte out in advance their "behavnoral ij ectnves“ 7
To be su‘re, others have e_xtendg.d the‘.work of Tyler, Bloom et al and
7 ) Mager; but these people did provide historical roots of the nrescriptive

7rnodel .
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Turning to some éf the' later a;1d fnore elegant models of evaluation,
7the strategies of a prescnibtive model are not so readily identified. This
is nét to suggest their nonéxistence. Rather, it attests to an increasviﬁg : T
épmplexity of the evaluation process itself and the attempt on the part of A
Vmodél builders to reflect and captl.;re this complexity. Worthen and Sanders
(1973) have helpfully classified various'evaluation models. Those
‘ 7 they call Decision-objectives strategies are mpstreasily ideqtified as

prescriptive models.

The first to consider will be Hammond's model (pp. 157-170) . Basically, he
_ identifies five steps in structuring an evaluation at the local level: ’
(a)  Selection of that part of the prog}'am to be evaluated, typi cal‘lryf': ST

a single subject area ) ]

(b) Defining the descriptive variables in the institut'ianél,ahdr

~_Instructional dimensions (such as cost, facilities, student B T

-~

and teache'rr charaq,tert;i'sftiés)ir—:
(c) statiﬁg objectives in ,behaQ{o;au' t;erms
(d) ,JAssesfsing,trh'e behévior;iescr'ibed in the ,objective’;’“ : - 7 B N
(e} Analyzing results to arrive a’trcohclusions about effective-
ness ‘of prog.grram in reaching desired outcomes—.i 7
Here, also, we 7can see the presériptiye ngturc of this model.
Strategy liin the prescriptive model is implied here fn étep (a) because
when we selectr what is to be evaluated we are selectind 7the implicit objec-
7_ti,,vers; strategy 2 is similar to steps (b) and (1:) here; strategy 4 is implied

by step (d). Hammond's step (e) is essentially a feedback phase. The
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-results areiused tq modify the progrem., This particular step can be
idehtified in many if not most of the existing evaluation models. Since
our concern in this paper is with the prescriptive nature of a model rather
that its feedback function gf_t_e_r_‘p'rescription has taken place, this feedbackr
phase has been otnitted as part‘of the prescriptive model.

Another rather involved evaluation model is Provus' Discrepancy

Model (pp. 170-207) . Basically, this model is designed for the evaluation iqf emerging’

programs. The model involves three major steps:

I. Agreeing upon program siandards

Il.  Determining whether a discrepancy exists between some aspect co T e

7 of the program -
- Hl. Using discrepancy lnformatlon to. 1dent|fy the weakness of the
program. -
- These steps are translréted into specific stages of the evaluation activt ty:
(a) Descriptivon of the program in terms of such,characteristics 7
. as: client population staff major terminal objectives*of
the program, enabllng or 1nterven|ng Obj ectives,, nature and
sequence of learnlng experlences which w:ll lead to the attaln— -
ment,of the# enabllng objectlves, entry behavnrors;ofi cllents,
and so forth. | 7 |
(b) Information is ubteined to determine if there is a discrepancy :
betvt/een e>tpected characteristics of the program and how it
actually looks as 7it is implemented.
(c) Data are collected to determine whether student behavior is
cha‘nging as predicted. That is,r is the program achieving its

enabling objectives?




=7 (a) Systems assessment : S
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-(d) Here davta are géthered to determine the degree tb which tﬁe
terminal objectives have been achieved.
This model is agaiﬁ prescriptive in nature. Strategiesjl and 2 of the
prescriptive model a;re comparable to step (a) here; §trategy l& of the

prescriptive model is implied by steps (b), (c) and (d) Here; that is

objectives prescribe data collection and these data are in turn used to deter-

" mine discrepancies between defined objectives and-what actually exists. 7

Alkin (pp. 150-155) has developed a dééision;'making model of evaluation

“which is likewise prescriptive in nature. He has identified five decision

~. areas in which evaluation information will be useful: - I

1(1737) Prograrﬁplahning
(C) Program imb'ler'ne’htétrion ‘ , " - o 7
(d)Programimprovétﬁent ] - - : 7
C (é) Program certi}icétion

~ Embedded in the evaluation of systems assessment (a) is the selection

. and-definition of objectives for all clients in the school. D,afé;ére, then
7 gathered to determine the degree of discrepancy betweeh:these objectives

-~ and what actually exists. Based on the identified needs, pf'ograrii planning

(b)-and implementation (c) take place with approp riate evaluation in each

Aar:eé. Based upon data gathered in these areas, program i:mprovement .
~ (d) is initiated. Implicitly, we can see strategies 1 and 2 of the prescrip-

tive model in the evaluation of the systems assessment area (a); likewise,
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strategy 3 is 7implied in area (b). anal!y, strategy 4 is implicit ;n the .
evaluation of areas (d) and (e).

| Stufflebeam (pp. 143-148) has described an evaluation design appropriate
~ for four major typés of evaluation. The desig.n itself includes three major
steps: ‘ ) - . X

(@) Identify the objectives to be achieved through iﬁ\plementation
of the designr. ) -
(b) Identify the deéiéion situations for achieving the objective
(Identifypossible measuring deviees appropriate for assessi ni;
7 the'objectivés.) 7 | *
(c) Fpr each ideﬁtifig& décision situation the evaluator needs io
make a chéice a;noﬁg, ihre alternatives ’(the cOm;;Ieted design
would contain a set of decisions asr té :,how the évélﬁation
is to be conducgea ar;d What irnrrsfrumients will be used) .

1Thi§ general description of the ;tebs m Stufflebeam's design also
reveals a prescriptive nature. ‘Strategies 1 ar.1d 2 of the pre;criptive rhpdél .
3 gré‘embodied inrstep's (a) aﬁd (b) here; both 5trategie§ 3and 4 éeem to be
éug’gestedrby step (b) -and to a lesser extent by step (c). 7

7 What we see, then, in,tﬁese examples, are various forms or a least
,:Qtréhds of a prescriptiyé}model. To more convincingly pjn down Fhe pre-
scr{ptive strategies in each model is currengly ‘impossible because of their

ge’nerélized nature and because their implementations vary so widely. Not-

—7withstanding, we can observe that these models stress an early
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~ definition of objectives followed by the development of measuring instruments.

Implicit in this strategy is the use of objectives to prescribe that evaluation.

Development Models
Let us turn to two development models where we can obserVe the same
prescriptive phenomenon, perhaps more vividly than in the foregoing evaiuation 7
mooels. 7 | |
éullivan, Baker & Schutz (1,0717) have listed the following components
of an instructional specification: a 7 - - |
B (a)  The ,objéctive -
(b) The cue
(ci Masteryitems
(d) Limits o - S S
o) 7Entry skills .
' Component (a) is that of specifying the learner obJective, component 7

(b) is that of providing the learner with a rule or set of procedures Wthh

wnll ‘enable him to perform the oesnred behavior. ln component (c) mastery

_items are developed to provide the learner practice and to assess his perfor-"’ =

mance of the objective. Component (d) is that of describing characteristics'

of the correct and incorrect responses of the learner. Component (e) is

- . determining the learner's skills that must be possessed prior to instruction.

These components follow closely the strateg ies of the- prescriptlve model

m———

Strategy 1is impllc1t in companent (a) here; strategy 3 is found in component

*

(b) here; finally, strategy 4 is implied by component (c) .
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Popham and Baker (1971) have listed the following as the product
déveiopment cycle:
7 (a)‘ i:ormulation
(b) Instructional specifications
() ltemtryout B
-~ (d) Product development
 (e) Product tryout -
() Product revision
‘—,(g) Operations analysis
The formulation state (a) is that period when onei or more persons
) decide what an instructional product already conceived to some. extent 7
rought to accomplish and whether it is worth developing The instructional - 7
: rspec1fications stage (b) is that. period when the instructlonal ob}ectives
of the product are delineated. The item tryout stage (c) is that period
o :when items are constructed and administered to measure the terminal
en-route and entry behavior of the Iearner. The product dei/elopment stager:
(d)rr'is that period when the instructionai materials are prepared‘for, the |
,purpose of helping the learner. achieve the target ob}ectives The product
7, itryout stage (e) occurs when the materials are tried out extensnvely on a )

: group of Iearners to see their effectiveness in achnevnng the ob} ectives The
7:’ product revns:on stage (f) is that period when the materials are revnsed based
:upon the data gathered from the tryout stage. Finally, the operations anal— 7

.- ysis stage (q) is that phase when the staff appraises the adequacx of 't,h‘?, '

- procedures which were employed in preparing the product.
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" This model, too, is basically prescriptive. Strategy 1in the prescriptive
model is identical tc stage (a) here; strategy 2 is equivalent to stage (b) here;
§trategy 3 is the same as stage (d) here; and strateg:y 4 is encompassed
in stéges (c) and (e) in this model.

As with the: evaluation modelg, ;Ne see the same prescriptive
nature in these dévelopment models: Selecting and defining of thé objectives
as an initia! activity; then their use in prescribi.hg or guiding subsequent
development and evaluation. On the basis of this rather lengthy discussion
:and set of comparisonsL, it is not unreaspnablé to cqnclud‘e tr;atrmarn'y of the
current development and eva-luation models are ‘basically presc;'ipiiv; in
7 '7nétrl71re or have at leas‘t been bc;rh of a prescriptive parent. Furthér, mich
‘ &evelopment and evaluation activity that ac;ua!ly takes place is identifiably

prescripti' 2 in nature.

Aﬁsumptions Surrounding a Prescriptive Model °

In order to think more exhaustively about the potential strengths and
7weaknesses of a prescriptive model, it might be helpful to uneartjth some of
- the assumptions ihat can be and often are made by persons‘as they use the
mbdel: 7

1) Defining objectives in advance will effectively prescribe development
and evaluation procedures.

2) High quality definitions of objectives can be obtained quite inde-

pendent of the development or evaluation of those objectives.
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3) People tenq to be both consistent and final in selecting objectives,
in decidiﬁg upon their relative worth, and in defining them.

4) Objec_tives ough{ to be defined as specifically as possible if they
are to be maximally prescriptive.

5) Defined objectives which arre mosgly m»easurable are preferred to
those which are mostly nonmeasurable.

6) In developing measuring instruments for objectives, every attempt
should be made to obtain a one—to—oAne correspor.dence tietween a given
:c>bje¢five aﬁd its measuring instrument. |

7) Measurement should be niostly limited to those obj eetives which

'hrarvké been dgfined in advance.

Discussion and Suggestions

We are now ready to identify the majc;r concern of this paper: Ifa pet:sdﬁ-;, 7
using a prescriptive model--operates from the above as;umptions, then thé 7mcr>drel 7
will become increasingly unrealistic and less viable as the 6bjectives or prqduc(s ’

' become mote complex. Stated another way, as the products or objectives to be
déveloped or evaluated become increasingly involvéd the gbove assumptions must
undergo modification. ‘

It is seldom the case that an evaluator or product deveioper will sit down
and identify the assumptions upon which he operates. Thi.refore, how woulrd:one N
know whether or not he is making these aséumptions in using a prescriptive 7
:model? Answering this question is not an easy task. Perhaps our most ce.rtain

" approach is to observe the way he acts as he evaluates or develops a product and
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as the objectives or products become increasingly complex and involved, the model
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from thi; infer the assumptions upor; which he must be operating. Th;Js, if he cor;sistently
insists on defining the objectives at the outset of every evaluation project, we infer

that he is operating on assumption 1 (defining objectives in advance will effectively
prescribe development and evaluation procedures) .

The above assumptions, in effect, summarize some of the potential weaknesses

_of the model. Or, stated positively, they represent areas in which the prescripiiye

model can be enriched.
Befotje turning to each assumption, several statements should be made about 7
the overall weakness of the model. If the above assumptions are made, then the B

prescriptive model is most effective wi th very simple products or objectives. ’Bug

(because of its assumptions) is stretched to the point where it can no longer 7

accommodate the demands of the objéctiyes' or products' development or evaluation.

'In more complex settings the strategies of the model appear 7sim’p'listic, ‘overly F'igifd,' ’

and wanting in effectiveness. Let-us illustrate this point. Suppose the following E

simple objective: "The student will be able to r:ecite the poem 'At the Seasi de.!'"
Here the prescriptive model is effective. What does the objective suggest by way of :
instructional maferials ar.d procedures? Obviously the material is the Apoelm iA,t

the Seasidé.' Next, since thg student must be at.ile to recite the poem, he isvéfesenied
with a spaced series of drill periods in which he slowly comesA to memorize ihe
material. Now, wha;t does thé olsjective suggest by way of evalgation? que the 7
prescription is complete. A valid instrument would be an oral question by the

teacher asking the student to "Recite the poem 1At the Seaside.!" Notice there is

_ essentially a one-to-one correspondence between the objective and the evalu,afion.'

a0
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Indeed, the objective is the evaluation. The above assumptions can be comfortably
made in using the prescriptive model on such a simple objective.

But what happens when we move--as we inevitably must--to more complex

" M

and sophisticated objectives and products? Rgturning to the three illustrations
presented earlier we can see by examination that the model is not really prescriptive
.at all but only mildly suggestive. Ev;an in the sirr;plest illustration where the
objective was, "The student will be able te correctly tell time" muéh of the develop-
mgn}jrﬁaterials and procedures as well as evaluation were only implied by the |
ob:jective., The strategy h&e was almost, "Given this objectivéYit seéms‘ like lt 7
might be appropriate to use these kinds of materials and engage in these types

pf‘ expériences. For the evaluation, we might do such and sﬁch. " With tr.1é Vmori'—ff:

7 compiex obj;ctive, "A.nropen conceét classroom" the prr‘escriptivengass |
‘was more uncertain, and with the "Production of a éardiovascula;' endurance

program" it was even more diffuse. But, nonetheless, in each case, the

predefined objectives or products were suggestive. The point is thét we
ouéht not to imbue theymodel with more functic:mality than it in fact possesses,
particularly when wor:kir;g with more complex objective; or products‘.r How 7
fuﬁctional it will be depends in Iérge part upon how strictly one adheres

to the above assumptions. Unless we use the model more maturelry we can
easily end up with undernourisﬁed, rigid and unrespc;nsive evaluations.

In general, this means viewing the model as suggestive rather than prescriptive

and in loosening up on the assumptions. Stated even more imprecisely,

3




30

Ty

-

we need to worry more about buildir;g strong products and conducting deep
and thorough evaluations . . . and worry less about trying to fit a single
set of strategies onto every job. |

| Let ‘Qs now examine the individual assumptions and, when possible,
suggest a modified posture toward them. Assumption 1 is critical and upon

it rests the entire model. There are two problems with this assumption.

First, not all desirable objectives can be forseen in advance. Nor should

1

this be a nec2ssary impositicn placed upon a developer or evaluater. It

is perfectly legitimate--and much of the time desirable--to anticipate that
_thgré will arise desirable objectives which wer;e at the outset unknown or
~overlooked. The reluctance on the part of developers, evaluators, school

"~ people to assume this position stems from the problem of adjustment and

mci)d’ification. If unforseen objectives arise then the development activities

will need to accommodate them; so will the evaluation. These constantly

adjusting and accommodating activities are expensive in time, foney and

energy. The natural tendency is to adopt a "tighter" system, cven in-light

-

“of a basic commitment to formative development and formative evaluation.

The second problem with Assumption 1 has already been discussed.
In practice, predefined objectives are seldom prescriptive. More realistically,

one simply draws some implications for development and evaluation. Thus,

the strategy of defining objectives in advance is often helpful but certainly

not as prescriptively powerful as we might be led to believe.
Assumption 1 relates to selecting objectives; Assumption 2 relates to

defining them. Basically, the latter states that one can generate high quality
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definitions prior to development ot;'é\/aluation activities. Here again, this
i§ an expectation that is much of the time unrealistic and almost always unnecessary.
Too often the disposition has been to sit down and in two or three hours define
out the set of objectives to be worked for and evaluated. Once these are "laid
down" they become dangerously fixed and resistent to changc.e. It is important, ,,
therefore, not Zt‘o overlook the refining and seasoning activity that can and
should occur during development and evaluation. Often, an objective originally
thought to be relevant will become less so or even irrelevant as .materials‘ are
develobed and instructional experiences planned Or, an orlgmal objectlve,
when evaluated, now appears overly difficult or overly easy. The nmporant
boint here is }hat the actual process of planning fo,r the development of a product :
or objective as well as developing its evaluation ére effective catalysts irn'moaj’fy:iing_ i
and improving an objective. Therefore, a more mature posture would be to 7 :
view predefined objectives as Qroiotx‘ges of those wHich will ultimétely,emei‘ge_ ”
. . and even they will no doubt undergo further revision. |
Assumption 3 is naive. Here we seé in .another form tne pnconscious
t;endency 'to finalizé a given task. This disposition might simply be a reflgé;i'on
of the way a pe,‘rson vie;ws his reality. If he sees life in an absolute sense he
rﬁight ask, "What is the correct or real definition of this objective? Once dis;:overéd,'
we can write it down for good." Expanding this disposition, a person might
féel that people can and ought to be consisterit and final in arriving at a set
of objectives. Further, they should be able to decide that some objectives

are absolutely more valuable than others; that there is a correct definition

for any objective.
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Now while this is an extreme position with which virtually no one would

‘consciously identify, the prescriptive model is conducive to operating from

a more absolute position. But functionally, a relative positicn is more viable

and realistic. People are p_g_i;‘;enerally consistent and fir:al in selecting objectives.
They g"g use one set of criteria for selection today and will use ‘a different

sét tomorrow. Yestérday's objectives do seem trivial and lifeless today. Last

week objective A appeared of little worth; this week it is considered top priority'.

Expanding somewhat, last year's curricular objectives seem outmoded and -

‘behind times in light of current world events. "Individualized learning" in
;,trﬁe 1980's will be different from that of the 1970's. "Citizenship" among first -

E gfadefs is different from that-among sixth gréders.

To summarize the discussion surrounding assumption 3, we need to

be much more relative and fluid in selecting, defining, and evalAuatihg the

worth of an objective or product. In doing so, we reduce the prescriptive

power of the model as well as make it more loose and free wheeling . . . but.

the trade-off is a more realistic and responsive model.

Assumption 4 states that objectives ought to be defined as specifically:as
possible if they are to be maximally prescriptive. Traditidnally, objectives havé

been defined specifically in order to make them more measurable. In

~ addition, however, specific objectives are more prescriptive (refer to earlier

discussion) . This assumptior is basicaliy a sound one. The problem arises not in

its veridicality but in what is being traded off. Specifically defined objectives are

precise, measurable and prescriptive. But they are also limiting and often trivial.

lfrobj ectives are too specific they become drill objectives. Thatis, if the student
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can memorize the objective he can p.';ss the evaluation. This makes the evaluation

.necessarily narrow. If, for example, we have the objective, "The student

will be able to name the past presidents of the United States" then there is only one
legitimate measurement item: "Would you name the past presidents of the United

States." Another serious problem is that students become so focused by specific

'obj ectives they fail to engage in any searchi nQ behavior on their own, achieving

only those that have been prespecified. Thus, the suggestion here is that objectives

or products ought to be defined with some specificity but not too much. Such a

ﬁractice will at once facilitate the teasing out of implications and yét reduce those
undesriréble trade-offs that have been mentioned .
: We have already alluded to assumption 5, defined JobjectiVes which are

mostly measurable are preferred to those which are mostly nonmeasurable. If two~

objectives are of equal worth, then the more measurable of the two would certainly

be preferred. But not so if one is more worthwhile than the other. We ought

noi to select one defined objective over another simply because it is more mgésjbrébl'e;
the criterion for selection should be worth firgt and measurability second. If’én o
iimportant defined objective is mostly n0nmeasurablé, it sﬁould be used anyway. é_r_r_y_
defined objective will have at' least some suggestive power, and ?t léa;t some
imprlications for rﬁeasurement.

Assumption 6 is more difficult to resol;/e.A From a purely psychometric
point of view, every attempt shoqldfbe made to select or construct measuring :
instruments which measure the objectives as directly as possible. Stated more

precisely, the measures should have high content validity. That is, the behavioks

as
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and topics called forth by the meaSuring ir;struments sh‘etjld be as nearly as
possible those identified in the objectives. The problem here is not so much thet
we end up wi th‘le‘ss valid measures, but that we end up measuring gﬂ_lx’thOSe
objectives upon which the instruments have been based. While the measures may
indeed be valid, they are too often limiting. More will be said about his in
the discussion of assumption 7.

There is a deeper psychorhetric problem surrounding assumptien_ 6 which
may not be resolVed at the present time. Specifically defined objectives allow
us to see clearly those behaviors and topics that must I;e measured and what
types of instruments would be most ,appropriate. Thls builds hngh c0ntent

validity in the sense of a one—to—one correspondence. But with specific objectt‘;ee -
we end up with a very small'number ofr items. Wheneverrwe have ve* ' few 7
measures of an objective these measures tend to have low content validity and
relnabnhty Suppose for example the followmg objectnve "The student wnll

be able to correctly add 2 +2." There is only one item that will obtain a strlctly )
7valid measure: 2+2= . We cannot present him with 3+2 or any other paif- :
efsingle digit humbers. There is no'domain' of items from which we could —

draw a sample; cur conclusien as to whether or not he can add 2+2 hinges - .

oh his response to but onequestion. While it might be argued that for this
snmphstnc objective only one item is necessary, the problem becomes more

real when we have a set of say, 10 less specific objectives each supposedly

measured by .only one item. Are we to conclude the student has achieved all

10 objectives if he can correctly answer one item about each?
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But suppo;e this less specnflc objective: "The student will be able

to correctly add any two single digit numbers." Think of the domain of possibrle
items than can now be developed: 2+2, 3+5, 9+1 and S0 forth. Since a large
sample of items can be developed to measure this one objective, one can feel .

more comfortable about the validity and reliability of the measures; greater
validity because the sampling is larger and greater r-e‘liability because there

are more items. By way of cenclusion, whi le we ought to strive to develop
measures which tap the objectives as directly as possible, the ohj ectives themse Ives
,ought to be stated generall'y enot.tgh so as to permit a variety of measures, |
”thereby increasing val:dnty and relnabllnty |

Assumptnon 7is probably one of the more dangerous of the assumptnens :

’Measurement should be mostly limited to those obj ectives which have been

defined in advahce. The most serious consequence resulting from this assurmpti’o:n:
: is thet many evaluations ehd up uhdernourished. There are important incidental?r
oqteomes that deserve thoughtful evaluation in addition to those that areprede‘fined».
Ihdeed,A these emerging and often subtle outcemes often turn out to be m
important than the original objectives. They can be unforseen outcomes that
, emerge for the student, for maternals for the management system, for cost
et'fectiveness, for implementatlon and so forth. In addition to outcomes, there

ére a great many other facets of a program than need to be examined. For

example, the transaetiori:?b‘etween the teachers and students; the effectiveness

of communication between administrators and teachers; the percep tions of

_different agencies involved; decisions that have been and will be made; effectlveness
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of organizational climates. The poin't is that a thorough, deep-running evaluation

must include measurements not only of predefined objectives but also of those

that emerge during the product's development and/or evaluation.

Conclusions

A "prescriptive" model can be effectively used in planning a product's
de\}elopmer;t and evaluation when we more realistically view the model as suggestive
rather than prescriptive. Furthermore, by modifying some of the assumptions
surrounding‘ the usevof the model, the model itself becomes more enriched and
a;iaptable. Det;ined objectives canrbe useful in plann‘ing development and ev:éluatiori,,r )
but they need not:be defined e%clusively in advance . . . nor in tob greatr |

detail . . . nor too measurably. The pendulum swings back.
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